Wrone, David 



From: Michael Briggs [mbriggs@newpress.upress.ukans.edu] 

Sent: Monday, April 09, 2001 5:18 AM 

To: Wrone, David 

Subject: Kurtz prelim report 



David: 

Here's Mike Kurtz's preliminary report on your manuscript on the 
Zapruder film. As you can see, he {like me) thinks this is a major 
improvement over the previous version of the manuscript. At the same 
time, he's pushing you to make further improvements which, in turn, 
we both feel will increase the value, appeal, and reception of your 
work. While he's going to follow this with a more detailed report, he 
knows I've been pushing to get some input for you and so has 
delivered the following to enable you to begin to think about the 
final changes in the manuscript. I myself should follow (by next 
week) with additional comments based on my own reading. But this 
should get you started. And, needless to say, I'm VERY encouraged by 
what Mike has to say. 

Best wishes, 

Mike Briggs 



Forwarded Message Follows 

Date: Fri, 06 Apr 2001 1 5:06:29 -0500 

From: Michael Kurtz <mkurtz@se!u.edu> 

Subject: Wrone MS, 

To: mbnggs@newpres$,upres$,ukans*edu 

Mike: 

I have completed my rereading of the David Wrone manuscript. I will send you 
a lengthier hard copy next week, but I wanted you to get this e-mail, since 
IVn not sure about your Easter break schedule. 

First, to answer the main things you asked me to assess: 

1 . The accuracy of Wrone's claims. In general, l see nothing wrong 
with what he says, as far as accuracy is concerned. However, there 
are numerous assertions that he makes which he claims to be matters 
of fact, but in reality, are opinions. 

2. The reliability of his documentation. It appears reliable although 
other than the Zavada Report, David does not cite many recently 
disclosed sources from the ARRB. Just one example, in addition to 
Darrell Tomlinson, a declassified HSCA document reveals that another 
person, Nathan Pool, was also present at the discovery of the 
stretcher bullet. He also fails to cite certain sources, such as 

Fetzer's MURDER IN DEAIEY PLAZA, which contains a lengthy essay by 
David Mantik alleging the forgery of the Z film. 

[NOTE; David, Kurtz thinks it would be especially helpful for you to 
tackle Mantik's allegations head-on. Whatever their merit or lack 
thereof, failing to address them would be duly noted and criticized 
by a number of potetial book reviewers. MB] 

3. The tone of his presentation. It f s still a bit too pedantic. He 
makes numerous categorical claims that are opinions, rather than 
fact. He cites Phil Willis as an authentic source on when he snapped 
the shutter of his camera, but he fails to mention that Willis stated 
that the motorcade came to a halt before it proceeded, and that 
Willis claimed that the fatal shot blew the back of JFK’s head off. 

Both of these claims directly contradict Wrone's claims about the 
film. [David: So some comment on the limits of Willis's reliability 
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would likely be helpful here, MB], He is also, to repeat what I 
stated earlier, too dependent on Weisberg and far too prone to take 
cheap shots at other Warren Commission critics, [David: let's try to 
continue to weed those out. MB] 

4, Having said that - to have focused on the negative first - 1 find 
the manuscript definitely worthy of publication, it is very well 
written, sharp, dear, and concise. It makes a convincing argument 
for the authenticity of the film. It dearly shows the filrrTs 
historical significance, it argues persuasively for government 
ownership of both the film and the rights to its reproduction. I 
believe that Part Vi, pp. 312-383, needs serious condensing. It 
repeats material in other works and deviates from the theme of the 
manuscript, the Zapruder film. However, a good copywriter should 
catch this. 

4. I agree with your view that the title should be something simple 
like THE ZAPRUDER FILM, rather than Wrone's awkward title. 

5. As to the Z film frames that I believe should be reproduced, I 
recommend the following: 

a. 190 - This is when Wrone asserts the first shot was fired. It is central 
to his thesis, 

b. 225 - The frame when JFK, clearly having been struck, reappears in 
full from behind the street sign. 

c. 230 - A particularly sharp, dear frame that shows JFK wounded and 
Connalfy with no reaction to being shot. 

d. 237 - Shows Connally clearly reacting to being hiL 

e. 313 - The explosive head shot on JFK. 

f. 335 - A particularly sharp frame that shows the damage to the 
right front of JFK's head. 

You flight also consider 201 ,202, and 203, showing Willis, Also, Willis #5 
needs to be In the book, since it is central to Wrone's thesis. 

As I mentioned, I will send you via snail mall, additional comments next 
week. 

Have a great Easter, 

Mike 

Michael L. Kurtz 

Dean of the Graduate School 

Southeastern Louisiana University 

SLU 10809 

Hammond, LA 70402 

(985)549-2103 

P-S. Please note new area code - 985. 

Michael 
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